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make as interesting reading as those of Nero, Caligula, and
Commodus.
Whether the Roman Emperors were in fact responsible for
the condition of the country to the extent assumed by Gibbon,
who was unconsciously much addicted to the heroic interpreta-
tion of history, is highly disputable. Later historians are con-
vinced that the state of Roman agriculture accounts for much
more about Roman history and the happiness of its people than
the character of the Roman Emperors. But this is hardly the
place to settle the question. The main point is that the outwardly
uneventful appearance of a period—its prosperity—is either
the consequence of a policy adopted by the ruling individuals,
or the consequence of social and economic conditions (together
with other factors) whose development has not been appreciably
influenced by policy. In the first case, those who are responsible
for the policy may be eventful or event-making men depending
upon what an analysis of the situation reveals. In the second
case, the historical phenomenon can be adequately explained
without introducing heroes in any of the senses previously
considered. To the extent that political action can influence the
prosperity of an era, the Antonines may have been largely
responsible, as Gibbon believes, for this happy interlude in
Roman history. But the prosperity of an era is never by itself
sufficient evidence to warrant an inference about existing
political leadership. No historian could reasonably maintain
that we owe the postwar years of prosperity in the United States
to the leadership of Harding and CooHdge.
The eventful m?rr is a creature of events in that by a happy
or unhappy conjunction of circumstances he finds himself in a
position where action or abstention from action is decisive in a
great issue. But he need not be aware of that issue and how
his action or inaction affects it. The members of the Committee
of Public Safety during the French Revolution were, as a group,
eventful men. But only Robespierre and St. Just were event-
making in that they realized above all others what was at stake
after Louis XVI had been deposed. Napoleon believed that if
Robespierre had remained in power, France would have settled
down to orderly processes of republican government and made
Napoleon's accession to power impossible. But Robespierre
was the architect of his own downfall and, despite all the politi-
cally motivated efforts to rehabilitate him, of the downfall of
Republican France. Together with St. Just, he is responsible

